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after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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a)D All b)D Some * c)Q None of: 

1. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 5, 6 and 1 0 are pending in the application. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 5 and 6 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. Claim 5, line 7 "said declarations" lacks antecedent basis; 

b. Claim 5, line 10, "said ERP data" lacks antecedent basis; 

c. Acronyms in the claims: "ERP" (claim 5, line 1), "API" (claim 5, line 2), 
"XML" (claim 5, line 4) should be defined; 

d. The limitation "or Hypertext Markup Language (HTML) statements" 
suggests that the HTML statements are not required to be part of the XML file or 
read. However step (b) requires the HTML statements to be parsed. In order to 
parse the HTML statements, the HTML statements must be contained in the XML 
file and must be read; 

e. Claim 6, line 5 "said Application object identifier" lacks antecedent basis; 

f. Claim 6, line 8 "said current object" lacks antecedent basis; 

g. Steps (a) - (f) in claim 6 should be renamed to differentiate from the 
ordering of steps (a) - (d) in claim 5; 

h. Claim 6, steps (b) - (d) should end with a colon; 

i. Appropriate correction is required. 

CLAIM INTERPRETATIONS 



Application/Control Number: Page 3 

10/719,461 

Art Unit: 2194 

3. The broadest reasonable interpretations of the claims have been afforded that 
instant application. The following are interpretations of the claimed invention. 

Claim 10, line 2 recites "a computer readable medium for storing statements or 
instructions". It is noted that claim 10 recites the intended use of the computer readable 
medium (i.e. for storing statements or instructions) and does not require the computer 
readable medium to actually store the statements or instructions. Therefore, claim 10 is 
interpreted as an article of manufacture comprising a computer readable medium. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 10/04/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. In response to the Non-Final Office Action dated July 5, 2007, applicant 
argues: 

(1) Meltzer does not teach converting ERP data to strongly typed data in Java 
objects [p. 5, lines 6-16]; 

(2) The file in Meltzer does not define the Java object being created. Instead, 
Meltzer teaches that the file is parsed and then translated [p. 6, lines 23 - 28]; 

(3) Meltzer does not teach "populating said objects with data from said ERP 
data" because the objects being populated with data are the objects that are 
defined by the original document, [p. 7, lines 1 - 6]. 

As to argument (1), examiner respectfully disagrees and submits it is inherent 
that Java objects are strongly typed because Java is a strongly typed object-oriented 
language [see "The Java Language Specification Introduction," cited in PTO Form 892 
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attached with this office action]. Meltzer teaches converting XML instances to and from 
the corresponding Java object [col. 32, lines 1-13]. Therefore, the Java objects in 
Meltzer are also strongly typed. 

As to argument (2), examiner disagrees and notes that Meltzer teaches elements 
and attributes of the document are translated into the format of the host. Specifically, 
XML logic structures are translated into JAVA objects [col. 26, lines 1 1 - 40]. 
Therefore, the Java objects in Meltzer are based on the elements and attributes (XML 
logic structures) of the document. In addition, it is noted that claim 5 does not require 
creating objects based on definitions. For example, step (a) recites "reading an XML file 
containing said definition of said Java objects", step (b) recites "parsing each of said 
declarations and HTML statements to identify definitions of objects" and step (c) recites 
"creating said respective objects with their attributes". Claim 5 only recites creating the 
objects with their attributes and does not require creating objects based upon the 
definitions found in the XML file. In addition, Meltzer teaches creating Java objects 
based on XML document type definition [The parser uses the purchase order DTD to 
decompose the purchase order instance into a stream of information about the 
elements and attribute values it contains. These "property sets" are then transformed 
into corresponding JAVA event objects by wrapping them with JAVA code; col. 81, lines 
23 - 65]. The XML document type definition contains the definition and attributes for 
the Java objects. 

As to argument (3), examiner disagrees and notes that the objects in Meltzer are 
defined by the original document [see response to argument (2) above]. 
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The arguments with regards to claim 6 are moot in view of the new grounds of 
rejection forclaim 6. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 5 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,125,391 to Meltzer et al. [hereinafter Meltzer, previously cited]. 

7. As to claim 5, Meltzer teaches a method of converting ERP data in a database [a 
database 706; col. 29, lines 25 - 53] managed by an ERP application [enterprise 
functions; col. 23, line 63 - col. 24, line 54] and accessed through an ERP API and ERP 
Message Agent API (MAAPI) [ESIS listener API; col. 27, lines 8 - 25] to strongly typed 
data in Java objects [converting XML instances to and from the corresponding JAVA 
objects; col. 32, lines 1-13] comprising the steps of: 

(a) reading a XML file containing said definition of said Java objects and their 
attributes [receiving a document at the network interface (step 400); col. 26, lines 18 - 
40]; or HyperText Markup Language (HTML) statements which specifies presentation 
format; 
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(b) parsing each of said declarations and HTML statements to identify definitions 
of objects and their attributes [parser identifies the document type (401) in response to 
the business interface definition.... the document is parsed (step 402); col. 26, lines 18 - 
40]; and 

(c) creating said respective objects with their attributes [XML logic structures are 
translated into JAVA objects which carry the data of the XML element as well as 
methods associated with the data such as get and set functions; col. 26, lines 18-40 
and col. 81, lines 23-65]; 

(d) populating said objects with data from said ERP data [output data of the 
service is produced (step 1207). The output is converted to the document format, for 
example from a JAVA format; col. 83, lines 28 - 45]. 

8. As to claim 1 0, Meltzer teaches an article of manufacture for use in a computer 
system comprising a computer readable medium for storing statements or instructions 
for use in execution in a computer in accordance with the method of any of claims 5 or 6 
[col. 5, lines 40 - 56]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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10. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Meltzer in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,738,975 to Yee et al. [hereinafter Yee]. 

11. As to claim 6, Meltzer teaches setting said Application object identifier [col. 82, 
lines 26 - 60], username [col. 9, line 55 - col. 10, line 29] and password using said 
MAAPI [col. 12, lines 5 - 23], setting search key values, instructing said ERP application 
to process said current object [col. 30, lines 36 - 53] and for every scroll level creating a 
corresponding object and setting its attributes with data from said ERP Application data 
[col. 11, line 10 - col. 12, line 5]. Meltzer does not teach opening a connection through 
said ERP API to said ERP Message Agent API (MAAPI) and closing said connection to 
said ERP API [col. 84, lines 15 - 34]. 

However, Yee teaches an enterprise integration system [col. 13, line 57 - col. 14, 
line 11], opening a connection [col. 7, lines 26 - 32] through a ERP API [API 310; col. 
16, lines 53 - 65] to the ERP Message Agent API [agent-adapter 200; col. 16, lines 52 - 
65] and closing the connection to the ERP API [col. 29, lines 40 - 46]. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the invention of Meltzer to include the features of an 
enterprise integration system, opening a connection through an ERP API to the ERP 
Message Agent API and closing the connection to the ERP API. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to make the combination because this provides a 
strong agent-adapter architecture for integrating disparate enterprise applications [col. 
14, lines 20 -30 of Yee]. 
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CONTACT INFORMATION 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Li B. Zhen whose telephone number is (571) 272-3768. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri, 8:30am - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thomson can be reached on 571-272-3718. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Li B. Zhen 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2194 
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